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Status of the claims 

1 . This Office Action is the answer to a REMARKS received on 5/15/2006. Claims 1-23 
are currently pending. 

Drawing 

2. This application has been filed with 4 sheets of formal drawings, and they are accepted 
for examinations. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office Action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 7-16, 18-20, and 22-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jones (US Pat. 6,748,318), in view of Bullock et al. (US Pat. 6,526,349). 

A. As to independent claim 1 : Jones teaches a method for predicting vehicle operator 
destinations, comprising steps of: 

- receiving data (i.e., vehicle position data - see Jones, Fig. 2, ref.25); 

- comparing said data - please note that a "pattern recognition" of data in a database is 
used to compare (e.g., comparing to vehicle position data for a previous trip - see Jones, 
col.19 line 64 to col.20 line 10);and 

- mapping a path to a destination (see Jones, 19:58 to 20:10). 

Jones does not expressly disclose of using pattern recognition to compare position 

data. 
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However, Bullock et al. teach that idea - i.e., recognizing normal traffic patterns, or 
automatically monitoring a driving pattern of a user, or comparing destination/location data 
(e.g., see Bullock et al., claim 2 - please also note that a technique of "pattern recognition" 
especially by comparing to previous stored data to recognize a close similarity has been 
widely used in many fields). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine Jones and Bullock et al. in recognizing driving patterns to disclose of using pattern 
recognition to compare position data for a clear advantage of quickly perform an 
automatically search from stored previous actions to obtain/retrieve a close resemblance of 
"preference" by simply perform a well-known data comparison, and eliminating 
unnecessary data. 

B. As to dependent claim 7 : Jones also shows that position data includes navigation 
coordinates (see Jones, Fig. 14 ref. 604). 

C. As to independent claim 8 : Jones also shows said navigation coordinates are GPS 
coordinates (see Jones, Fig. 14 ref. 604). 

D. As to claim 9 : Jones also teaches that vehicle position data includes a time stamp, a date 
stamp and navigation coordinates (see Jones, Fig. 14 ref. 601, and col. 18 lines 30-31). 

E. As to claim 10 : Jones also teaches that vehicle position data include a vehicle 
heading/direction, and a vehicle speed (please note that a vehicle's speed is derived knowing 
distance & time traveled - see Jones, col. 22 lines 35-43, col. 32 lines 13-22, and col. 34 lines 
38-52). 
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F. As to claim 1 1 : Jones also shows that communicating to an operator of said vehicle responsive 
to said suggesting/route planning (inherently in Jones, Fig.3 ref.75). 

G. As to claim 12 : Jones also shows that communicating is responsive to vehicle data (see 
Jones, Fig.2 ref. 12). 

H. As to claim 13 : Jones also teaches that communicating is further responsive to environment 
data (i.e., traffic jam/adverse weather problems, see Jones, col. 2 lines 9-22). 

I. As to claim 14 : Jones also shows that communicating to a telematic service (see Jones, Fig.2 
ref. 25). 

J. As to claim 15 : Jones also shows that a telematic service is one or more of navigation, traffic, 
and weather .et. (see Jones, Fig.2 ref. 25). 

K. As to claim 16 : Jones also shows that receiving occurs a time interval (see Jones, Fig. 14 ref. 
605). 

L. As to claim 18 : Jones also shows that a vehicle is an automobile (see Jones, Fig.l ref. 19). 
M. As to independent claims 19, and 22 : Jones also teaches a system for predicting vehicle 
operator destinations, comprising: 

- a navigation device (see Jones, Fig.l ref. 25); 

- a storage device (see Jones, Fig.l ref. 14 "BASE STATION CONTROL UNIT"); 

- a microprocessor in communication with said navigation device and said storage device 
(see Jones, Fig.l ref. 10), said microprocessor including instructions to implement the 
method comprising: 

- receiving vehicle position data for a vehicle via said navigation device (see Jones, 
Fig.3 ref. 70); 
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- comparing said vehicle position data for a current trip to vehicle position data for a 
previous trip to predict a destination for said vehicle (this portion is similar AS 
pending CLAIM 1(b) 6 S LIMITATION wherein Bullock et al. suggest about pattern 
recognition - see Bullock et al., claim 2); therefore, similar rationales and reference 
set forth are applied), said vehicle position data for a previous trip stored in said 
storage device (see Jones, Fig.l ref. 14 "BASE STATION CONTROL UNIT' 5 ); and 

- suggesting a path to said destination (this limitation is similar as a limitation of 
claim lc). 

Please note that applicants use the term "from one or more external sources" in new 
claim 23; the examiner picks "from one external source" such as receiving data from a single 
stored database - this is already suggested by cited art. 

N. As to claim 20 : Jones also shows a navigation device is a GPS receiver (see Jones, Fig. 14 
ref. 604). 

O. As to claim 23: The examiner submits that Bullock et al. also show that a prediction is based 
on the information from a source and the results of the comparing (see Bullock et al., Fig.l refs. 
120, 102, 112,164, 160, 137, 104, 124 - these refs. show a computer "linkage" between 
components to get data from external sources. 

4. Claims 2-6, 17, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable 
over Jones (US Pat. 6,748,318), in view of Bullock et al. (US Pat. 6,526,349), further in view 
of Fuchs et al. (US Pat. 6,567,745). 

The rationales and reference for rejection of claim 1 are incorporated. 
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A. As to claims 2, and 5 : At first, please note that "comparing" is merely an action to obtain 
a result before a predicting step; therefore, claiming "predicting" is including a step of 
"comparing". 

Jones does not disclose that pattern recognition technology is used for predicting a 
vehicle destination/driver's behavior. 

However, it is obvious that a comparison includes performing event categorization 
and pattern recognition (i.e., a weekday trip vs. a weekend trip; a routine stopping at a 
familiar 7-1 1 store for a cup of coffee in weekday vs. a stopping at a local church for 
masses in week-end.etc). 

Jones does not disclose that pattern-recognition technology is used for predicting a 
vehicle destination. 

However, Fuchs et al. apply that technology in a global positioning environment 
including getting vehicle position data (see Fuchs et al., 3:5-12 ). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine Jones, Fuchs et al., and Bullock et al. to disclose of using a well-known technique of 
pattern recognition to compare position data for the advantage of quickly perform a search 
from stored previous data/actions to retrieve a close resemblance by simply perform a data 
comparison. 

B. As to claim 3 : Jones does not expressly identifying transitions between a being stop 
and being running condition of a vehicle. 

However, it is old and well-known to detect a vehicle condition with the GPS by 
duration it stops/"NOT MOVING" and being underway/"BEING RUNNING"; therefore, 
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one can know this "MOVING/STOPPING" condition by seeing if vehicle coordinates 
change in a predetermined time (e.g., it is reasonable to determine "MOVING/STOPPING" 
conditions with database tables of JonesTig.14 - it is obvious to use this database for 
knowing if a vehicle is "MOVING/STOPPING")- 

C. As to claim 4 : Jones does not expressly disclose a pattern recognition technique by 
combining data of a current trip and a previous trip. 

However, it is reasonable to recognize those information from Jones'Fig.14 for 
comparison since Jones uses this database as working records. 

D. As to claim 6 : The rationales and reference for an obviousness rejection of claims 3-4 
are incorporated herein because claim 6 contains similar limitations of claims 3 & 4 (i.e., a 
previous trip includes a starting time and location, an ending time and location, and route 
data including previous position data - see Jones, Fig. 14). 

E. As to claim 17 : The examiner submits that it is well known to receiving data in response to an 
input about a distance (in this case, it is a traveling distance for comparing with stored distances; 
a pattern recognition application of Bullock et al.) - this claimed language is merely an 
interactive communication (e.g., see Jones, Fig. 16). 

F. As to claim 21: The examiner submits that it is old to build a storage device located within a 
microprocessor (e.g., a microprocessor can has its own built-in memory - by integration of 
available electronic devices depending on a choice of manufacturing technologies). 

Response 

5. The Remarks filed on 5/15/2006 is unpersuasive; to answer for the argument of "the 
Examiner has not shown how Jones in view of Bullock teaches or suggests "predicting a 
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destination for said vehicle based on the results of the comparing"", this "predicting" action 
is clearly resulted from "comparing" actions that was taught by cited prior art (there is no 
logic to do "comparing" action for nothing after that; that action MUST lead/result to 
something in a process - there is unnecessary to expressly spell-out "a prediction action" 
because that act of comparing would teach about results/a prediction . 

Conclusion 

6. Claims 1-23 are still not patentable; accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicants are reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 
37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 
1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, 
will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final 
action. 

7. Related prior art : 

- O'Neal, (US Pat. 4,359,733) teaches about comparing position data of a vehicle, where the 
position data just calculated is compared with position data that was previously calculated for the 
same aircraft and stored at a number of reserved locations in the identified memory data block; 
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the results of this comparison are used to obtain the speed, and true course of the vehicle based 
on the time elapsed between successive position calculations. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CUONG H. NGUYEN whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6759. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30 am - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, THOMAS G. BLACK can be reached on 571-272-6956. The Rightfax number for 
the organization where this application is assigned is 571-273-6759. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Please provide support, with page and line numbers, for any amended or new claim in 
an effort to help advance prosecution; otherwise any new claim language that is introduced in 
an amended or new claim may be considered as new matter, especially if the Application is a 
Jumbo Application. 

Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3661 




